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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Final office action in response to the communications received 
12/02/04. Claims 1, 19, 27, 28, 46, 55, 64, 67, 68, and 81 have been amended. Claims 12 and 39 
have been canceled. Claims 1-11,13-38, 40-75 and 79-81 are now pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-11, 13-38, 40-75 and 79-80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Customer Support System (CircuitCity.com). 

4. As per claim 1, Customer Support System discloses a method of enabling scheduling of a 
service call in a computing environment, the method comprising: 

obtaining product information regarding a product from a user of the computing 
environment (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 12, pages 15-16, page 22, 
sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, wherein product information is received from the user of the 
computer environment); 

determining, by a first computing unit including a web browser, whether the product is 
serviced by a manufacturer of the product or a service provider different than the manufacturer 
(See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 22, sections 1-4, wherein the user 
determines via his/her web enabled computing unit whether the product is serviced by a 
manufacturer or service provider); 
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providing to the user, from whom the product information is obtained, at least one 
available appointment for scheduling a service call based on the product information and on said 
determination made by the first computing unit (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 
1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, wherein the user is provided a 
service call based on the product information and the determination made concerning the 
manufacturer). 

However, Customer Support System does not expressly disclose automatically providing 
the user an appointment without interaction between the user and any other human being. 

Customer Support System teaches a web-enabled tool that allows a user via his 
computing device to locate a service provider or manufacturer with which to make an 
appointment. The user is provided an appointment after interacting with the service provider or 
manufacturer via the telephone. Interacting with a service provider or manufacturer via 
automated means such a web site was old and well known at the time of the invention. 
Furthermore In re Venner, 262 R2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 1958), states that merely 
providing automated means to replace a manual old and well-known activity which accomplishes 
the same result is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior art. Therefore, based on the findings 
of In re Venner, merely automating an old and well-known activity such as arranging an 
appointment is per se obvious. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to provide the user an appointment using automated means of 
communication and with no interaction between the user and another human being in order to 
streamline the process of making an appointment and more efficiently, timely, and accurately 
schedule and record the appointment. 
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5. As per claim 2, Customer Support System discloses wherein the product information 
comprises a location of the product and at least one of a product type, a product manufacturer, 
and a product model number, and wherein the at least one available appointment is based on the 
location of the product (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 12, pages 15-16, 
page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, wherein product information is received, such as 
product location and manufacturer, and the appointment is scheduled based on the location). 

6. As per claim 3, Customer Support System discloses wherein the providing comprises 
selecting the at least one available appointment from at least one possible appointment for at 
least one service provider (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, 
page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1). 

7. As per claim 4, Customer Support System discloses wherein the providing comprises 
selecting the at least one available appointment from a plurality of appointments, and wherein 
the plurality of appointments are associated with a plurality of service providers at a plurality of 
locations (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, page 12, page 22, sections 1-4, page 25, 
which discloses a plurality of locations at which the appointment can be made). 

8. As per claim 5, Customer Support System discloses wherein the automatically providing 
comprises determining in real-time the at least one available appointment (See page 1, sections 
2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, wherein the 
user is scheduled for the appointment in real-time). 

9. As per claim 6, Customer Support System discloses wherein the automatically providing 
comprises determining in real-time the at least one available appointment as unavailable in the 
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event another user has selected the at least one available appointment (See page 1, sections 2-4, 
page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1). 

10. As per claim 7, Customer Service Support discloses a method further comprising 
providing suggested product information to the user for use by the user in providing product 
information (See at least page 1, sections 2-5, pages 3-4, page 12, and page 22, sections 1-2, 
wherein suggested product information is given to user so the user may supply the appropriate 
product information). 

11. As per claim 8, Customer Service Support discloses a method wherein the suggested 
product information comprises at least one of a product type, a product manufacturer, and a 
product model number (See at least page 1, sections 2-5, pages 3-4, page 12, and page 22, 
sections 1-2, wherein the product information is at least product manufacturer and product type). 

12. As per claim 9, Customer Support System discloses a method further comprising 
providing to the user a suggested nature of a problem based on the product information (See at 
least page 17 and page 23, section 2, which discloses customer support). 

13. As per claim 10, Customer Support System teaches obtaining one of the at least one 
available appointment selected by the user (See page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 
15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1). 

14. As per claim 11, Customer Support System discloses a method further comprising 
notifying the service provider of the one of the at least one available appointment selected by the 
user (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, 
page 23, section 1, wherein the service provider is scheduled and performs the service). 
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15. As per claim 13, Customer Support System discloses providing to the user at least one 
available appointment for scheduling a service call based on the product information (See page 
1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1). 
However, Customer Support System does not expressly disclose the available appointment 
selected by the user being set as unavailable for other users. 

Customer Support System discloses scheduling available technicians for appointments. It 
is well known in the art that a service provider is a limited resource and when a service provider 
is scheduled for an appointment, he/she is unavailable at that time for another appointment. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the service call appointment selected by the user unavailable to other users in 
order to more efficiently schedule technicians by ensuring that the technicians are not double 
booked. 

16. As per claim 14, Customer Support System discloses a method further comprising 
validating warranty product information (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 
22, sections 1-4, wherein the warranty is validated). 

1 7. As per claim 15, Customer Support System teaches a method further comprising 
obtaining a nature of a problem of the product, and providing do it yourself repair information 
based on the nature of the problem (See page 17, page 23, section 2, wherein a technical support 
line is disclosed). 

1 8. As per claim 16, Customer Support System discloses wherein the obtaining the product 
information at the first computing unit from input of the product information by the user at a 
second computing unit coupled to the first computing unit via a communications network (See at 
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least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 12, pages 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 
23, section 1). 

19. As per claim 17, Customer Support System teaches a method wherein a communications 
network is used that is accessible by either the order taker or the customer as well as the 
technicians (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 12, pages 15-16, page 22, 
sections 1-4, page 23, section 1). 

20. As per claim 18, Customer Support System discloses wherein said service call is for 
repair of a home appliance (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 12, pages 
15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, which discusses a computer). 

21. As per claim 19, Customer Support System teaches a method of enabling scheduling of a 
service call for repair of a home appliance in a computing environment, the method comprising: 

obtaining product information regarding a product at a first computing unit from input of 
the product information by a user at a second computing unit coupled to the first computing unit 
via a communications network (See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 12, 
pages 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, wherein product information is received 
from the user of the computer environment); 

determining, by the second computing unit including a web browser, whether the product 
is serviced by a manufacturer of the product or a service provider different than the manufacturer 
(See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 22, sections 1-4, wherein the user 
determines via his/her web enabled computing unit whether the product is serviced by a 
manufacturer or service provider); 
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providing to the user that input the product information at the second computing unit at 
least one available appointment for scheduling a service call based on the product information 
and based on said determination made by the second computing unit (See at least page 1, 
sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, 
wherein the user is provided a service call based on the product information and the 
determination made concerning the manufacturer). 

However, Customer Support System does not expressly disclose automatically providing 
an appointment from the first computing unit without interaction between the user and any other 
human being. 

Customer Support System teaches a web-enabled tool that allows a user via his 
computing device to locate a service provider or manufacturer with which to make an 
appointment. The user is provided an appointment after interacting with the service provider or 
manufacturer via the telephone. Interacting with a service provider or manufacturer via 
automated means such a web site was old and well known at the time of the invention. 
Furthermore In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 1958), states that merely 
providing automated means to replace a manual old and well-known activity which accomplishes 
the same result is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior art. Therefore, based on the findings 
of In re Venner, merely automating an old and well-known activity such as arranging an 
appointment is per se obvious. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to provide the user an appointment using automated means of 
communication and with no interaction between the user and another human being in order to 
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streamline the process of making an appointment and more efficiently, timely, and accurately 
schedule and record the appointment. 

22. Claims 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27 recite equivalent limitations to claims 2, 4, 5, 6, 
15, 10, 1 1, and 13, respectively, and are rejected using the same art and rationale applied above. 

23. Claims 28-38 and 40-54 recite equivalent limitations to claims 1-1 1 and 13-27, 
respectively, and are therefore rejected using the same art and rationale relied upon above. 

24. Claims 55-63 recite equivalent limitations to claims 19-27, respectively, and are therefore 
rejected using the same art and rationale relied upon above. 

25. Claims 64-72 recite equivalent limitations to claims 19-27, respectively, and are therefore 
rejected using the same art and rationale relied upon above. 

26. As per claim 73, Customer Support System teaches wherein said determining whether the 
product is serviced by a service provider if the product is not serviced by the manufacturer 
comprises determining whether the product is serviced by an authorized service provider if the 
product is not serviced by the manufacturer, the authorized service provider having agreed with 
the manufacturer to provide a service similar to that provided by the manufacturer (See at least 
page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, page 22, sections 1-4, wherein the service provider is an 
authorized service provider). 

27. Claims 74-75 recite equivalent limitations to claim 73 and are therefore rejected in each 
instance using the same art and rationale as applied in the rejection of claim 73. 

28. As per claim 79, Customer Support System teaches a method further comprising a 
priority to the service call if the product is out of warranty, wherein said providing a priority 
including providing the priority to the service call over a service call corresponding to a product 
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that is under warranty (See page 1 5 section 4, wherein those with warranty's with manufacturers 
are first asked to contact the manufacturer. Those out of warranty may schedule directly). 

29. As per claim 80, Customer Service System teaches the at least one available appointment 
includes at least two available appointments, providing a number of the at least two available 
appointments if the product is out of warranty, wherein said providing a number includes 
providing the at least two available appointments that are higher in number than a number of at 
least one available appointment corresponding to a product under warranty (See at least page 1, 
sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1, 
wherein the user is provided an appointment). 

30. Claim 81 is are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Customer 
Support System (Circuitcity.com) in view of Rasansky et al. (U.S. 5,960,406). 

31. As per claim 8 1 , Customer Service Support discloses scheduling a service call for a user 
(See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 
23, section 1, wherein the user is provided an appointment). However, Customer Service 
Support does not expressly disclose and Rasansky et al. discloses providing, via the first 
computing unit, a reminder of an appointment, wherein said providing a reminder to the user 
includes providing the reminder before a time at which the appointment is scheduled (See figures 
7 and 18B, column 17, lines 60-67, wherein a reminder is sent). 

Both Rasansky et al. and Customer Support System disclose scheduling service 
appointments with a user in a computing environment. Providing reminders of appointments 
was well known in the service industry at the time of the invention. It would have been obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide a reminder of the service 
call scheduled in Customer Support System in order to more efficiently make appointments with 
people in disparate locations. See at least column 1, lines 5-15 and 35-65. 

Response to Arguments 

32. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejections of claims 1-11, 13-38, 40-75 and 79- 
80 in view of Customer Support System (CircuitCity.com) and Rasansky et al. (U.S. 5,960,406) 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection, as necessitated by 
amendment 

33. Applicants arguments with respect to the rejections based on Customer Support System 
and Rasansky et al. have been fully considered, but they are not persuasive. In the remarks, 
Applicant argues that (1) Customer Support Service does not teach or suggest determining, by a 
user's computing unit including a web browser, whether the product is serviced by a 
manufacturer of the product or a service provider different than the manufacturer and 
automatically providing to the user, from whom the product information is obtained, at least one 
available appointment for scheduling a service call based on the product information and on said 
determination made by the first computing unit, wherein the automatic providing includes 
providing without interaction between the user and any other human being and (2) there is no 
motivation to combine Customer Service Support and Rasansky et al. 

In response to argument (1), Examiner respectfully disagrees. In its broadest reasonable 
interpretation, the independent claims discuss a web-enabled computer operated by a user to 
determine whether a product is serviced by a manufacturer or a service provider different than 
the manufacturer. Then, using this determination and product information, the user is 
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automatically provided with an appointment for a service call without interaction between the 
user and any other human being. Examiner points out that the claims do not expressly state how 
the determination is made, who/what is making the determination, or how the interaction is 
specifically occurring. Therefore, in the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claim, the user 
of the computing unit could be making the determination in his/her head with the aid of 
information viewed and navigated on the web browser. Customer Service Support teaches a web 
page provided from one computing unit to the user at another computing unit, the web page 
usable to make a determination as whether the product is serviced by a manufacturer or a service 
provider who is different than the manufacturer. See at least page 1, sections 2-4, page 3, section 
1, page 22, sections 1-4, wherein the user determines via his/her web enabled computing unit 
whether the product is serviced by a manufacturer or service provider. Examiner points out that 
it is not specifically stated how the service provider "is different than the manufacturer" (i.e. are 
the manufacturer and the service provider two distinct entities or is one entity both a service 
provider and a manufacturer, serving different functions to different clients based on the product 
to be serviced). Customer Service Support teaches providing to the user an available 
appointment for a service call based on the product information and on the determination of 
whether the product is serviced by a service provider or a manufacturer. See page 1, sections 2- 
4, page 3, section 1, pages 12, 15-16, page 22, sections 1-4, page 23, section 1. Examiner points 
out that while Customer Support System utilizes a web site, computing unit, and web browser for 
most of the steps of arranging the service call and aids the user in obtaining an appointment, 
Customer Support System does not expressly disclose automatically providing the user an 
appointment without interaction between the user and any other human being. Examiner 
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maintains that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide the user an appointment using automated means of communication and with 
no interaction between the user and another human being, as asserted above. 

In response to argument (2), Examiner first points out that Customer Support System and 
Rasansky et al. have only been relied upon to teach claim 81 . Examiner further recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both Rasansky et al. and 
Customer Support System disclose a user scheduling a service appointment and the user operates 
a web browser in a computing environment. Since providing reminders of appointments was 
well known in the service industry at the time of the invention, Examiner maintains that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide a 
reminder of the service call scheduled in Customer Support System in order to more efficiently 
make appointments with people in disparate locations, as discussed in column 1, lines 5-15 and 
35-65, of Rasansky et al. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Loveland (U.S. 6,829,584) discloses storing information regarding dates of purchase and 
warranty information concerning an object and scheduling with a vendor using this information. 

Loveland (U.S. 6,826,539) teaches storing information regarding dates of purchase and 
warranty information concerning an object and scheduling with a vendor using this information. 

Sandifer (U.S. 6,292,806) discloses a computer aided maintenance and repair information 
system that maintains requirement information. 

OpenUPTIME (www.metrix-inc.com) teaches a computer based scheduling system that 
allows a user to remotely schedule a field technician, wherein the system considers warranty 
information. 

"RepairNow.com and National Electronics Warranty 'Dotcom' customer service 
structure" (PR Newswire) teaches an online customer service center and buyer protection 
programs. 
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"Accent awarded Amana customer service contract" (www.accentonline.com) teaches a 
regional service center that processes service calls for the multiple sites. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Beth Van Doren whose telephone number is (703) 305-3882. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (703) 305-9643. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




bvd 

February 17, 2005 




SUSANNA M. DIAZ 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



